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Abstract
This paper explores general patterns and particularities of international strategic technology alliances of Western
companies with Russian companies and other organizations. The objective of this paper is to examine whether alliances with
Russian companies follow the general pattern of international inter-firm collaboration given the very different investment
climate in Russia. In particular, this paper focuses on a range of specific issues at the heart of debates in the current
literature. It considers the choice between equity and contractual forms of alliances. This is followed by an examination of
the particular organizational configuration of post-socialist firms. In that context it analyses alliances with new or older
partner-companies in different technological settings. q1998 Elsevier Science B.V. All rights reserved.
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1. Introduction
The growing number of international alliances
reflects a critical attempt by many firms to expand
globally and enhance their technical capabilities
Hagedoorn and Narula, 1996; Harrigan, 1988;
Mowery, 1988; Mytelka, 1991; Osborn and Baughn,
. 1990 . Traditionally, international cooperation in high
technologies was limited to advanced countries with
an increasing participation of companies from East
Asian countries. With the greater openness of for-
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merly communist economies to Western trade and
investment, the pool of markets and potential part-
ners for technology alliance has expanded to China,
Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union. Against
this general background the current contribution
analyses technology alliances in the Russian Federa-
tion using both examples and statistical data. It
suggests that alliances of Western firms in Russia are
conforming to certain trends among alliances in de-
veloped countries, but also indicates some important
differences.
The legacy of the Cold War leaves Russia in the
paradoxical situation of a generally poor country
with a disproportionately well-endowed technology
potential well-suited for collaborative efforts.
Throughout its history of rivalry with the West,
Russian R&D organizations were funnelled exten-
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sive resources and funding and some of these are
still among the potentially most competitive technol-
. ogy sectors in the world Shlykov, 1995 . At the
same time, Soviet scientists had to compensate for
the historical inefficiencies of the command system
and developed unique skills and legendary ingenuity
. Amann and Cooper, 1982 , especially in key areas
such as space technologies and computer program-
ming. Also, their past reliance on partial imitation of
Western technology means Russian research insti-
tutes are especially geared to the adaptation of inno-
. vations made elsewhere Sabel and Prokop, 1996 , a
skill that lies at the heart of technology commercial-
ization.
These capabilities and the low cost of Russia’s
extensive R&D sector have not gone unnoticed
 among potential foreign partners either Sedaitis,
. 1996; Oxford Analytica Brief, 1994 . The current
situation in Russia is such that Western partners can
access these quality skills and technological knowl-
edge at competitive prices.
Investment in transitional economies such as Rus-
sia, however, presents the Western company with an
organizational conundrum. The unstable economic
and political situation in Russia makes investment a
particularly risky undertaking. Russia also lacks ex-
perience in working at international levels of techni-
cal and quality standards. Neither does its institu-
tional system at the moment provide adequate sup-
port and protection for collaborative efforts, such as
enforceable intellectual property rights and contract
law. While technically capable of working at some-
what comparable levels of sophistication with the
West, organizational control by foreign partners is
. still problematic Sedaitis, 1996 .
Against the general background of contractions in
Russian investment, this paper explores the choice of
the organizational form of international strategic
technology alliances. The objective of this paper is to
examine whether alliances with Russian companies
follow the general pattern of international inter-firm
collaboration given the still very different investment
climate there. In particular, this paper focuses on a
range of specific issues at the heart of debates in the
current literature. First, we consider the choice be-
tween equity and contractual forms of alliances.
Second, we examine the particular organizational
implications of post-socialist firms in the context of
alliances with new or privatized old partner-compa-
nies in different technological settings.
2. Organization and control in international al-
liances
2.1. General conditions affecting the form of interna-
tional alliances
Recent research indicates that a relatively large
share of international alliances is equity-oriented
through joint ventures whereas domestic alliances
 are mainly of a contractual nature Contractor and
. Lorange, 1988; Hagedoorn and Narula, 1996 . Tradi-
tionally the literature links this disproportional pref-
erence for equity arrangements to the need for com-
panies to minimize the high appropriability hazards
in long-distance agreements by means of control
. through partial ownership Dunning, 1993 . From
this perspective, collaboration presents high costs of
monitoring, enforcing and regulating each individual
agreement, which make partial organizational inte-
 gration the preferred form of choice. Williamson,
. 1981; Buckley and Casson, 1988 . As discussed by
. Ring and Van de Ven 1992 the importance of
control over physical assets enters into the equation
when considering commercial risk of alliances which
leads firms to prefer the equity joint venture form
when joint production is involved. Also, Hagedoorn
. 1993 found that inter-firm collaboration through
joint ventures focuses on a wide range of company
activities, from development through manufacturing
to marketing, overarching the larger part of the value
chain of company activities.
Examples of such joint ventures are found in the
recently established collaboration of Caterpillar and
Ingersoll with Russian companies. In the early 1990s,
the US companies Caterpillar and Paccar formed a
joint venture with the Russian company Amo-Zil to
develop and manufacture heavy trucks in Russia.
The joint venture, named Novotruck, uses Caterpillar
engines and Paccar design; manufacturing takes place
in Russia, which is also the main market for the joint
venture. In 1992, Ingersoll, another US company,
formed a joint venture with two Russian companies,
Gorky-AW and Mekhinstrument, to develop, manu-
facture and market hand-held power tools for assem-
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place in the Pavlovo factory of Mekhinstrument. The
Russian partners provide manufacturing facilities, of-
fices and equipment, the new technologies incorpo-
rated in the equipment are introduced by Ingersoll.
In addition to this attention for joint ventures as a
major form of cooperation, a growing body of litera-
 ture Auster, 1992; Hagedoorn, 1993, 1995; Harri-
. gan, 1988; Osborn and Baughn, 1990 suggests that
when international collaboration is aimed at joint
research activities as the only joint activity, the
contractual form is more likely for the important
daily coordination and the flexibility it encourages.
This literature also suggests that international al-
liances have to be understood as an important part of
a learning process in which companies discover new
opportunities in a dynamic setting of a multitude of
 changing partnerships Ciborra, 1991; Hagedoorn,
. 1995; Thorelli, 1986 . Through contractual agree-
ments, such as R&D pacts, joint development agree-
ments and research contracts, firms improve their
learning capacity in their attempt to internalize
knowledge and technological capabilities that are
external to the firm. We expect that this importance
of learning in R&D-oriented alliances will also af-
fect the choice for contractual alliances with Russian
firms.
In the early 1990’s the US company Rockwell
initiated a number of joint research pacts and joint
development agreements with different Russian com-
panies that can serve as examples for the above-men-
tioned role of contractual forms of cooperation. In
1992 Rockwell announced the joint development of
aerospace products with both RSC-Energia and
NPO-Energia. In 1993 it also formed alliances with
spin-off companies from the Vavilov Institute, called
Magtec and Criomag, to perform joint research on
magnetometry. An example of yet another joint re-
search pact is found in the case of the US aerospace
and aircraft manufacturer McDonnel Douglas that
started cooperating in a number of space technology
research projects with its Russian partner Imash.
The literature and the examples discussed above
suggest the following hypothesis.
H1: Manufacturing-oriented international alliances
with Russian firms will most likely take the joint
Íenture equity form, whereas research-oriented al-
liances will most likely take the contractual form.
The speed of scientific and technological develop-
ment in a particular industry also relates to the risk
posed by sharing technical knowledge, and influ-
ences the mode of partnering chosen. In new indus-
tries, existing knowledge is quickly augmented or
replaced, making organizational control through inte-
gration redundant. Conversely, those industries where
learning affects multiple stages in established pro-
duction chains will benefit from more integrated
. partnering Langlois and Robertson, 1993 . Overall,
current literature on alliances suggests that in sectors
where technological development can be character-
ized as turbulent, contractual agreements can be
more effective whereas equity alliances are still the
more preferred mode of inter-firm partnering in ma-
 ture industries Dunning, 1993; Hagedoorn, 1993;
. Harrigan, 1988; Osborn and Baughn, 1990 . Over
the last two decades this link has also been evident
for alliances between firms from developed countries
and those from Southeast Asia, contributing to the
improved technological performance of these South-
. east Asian companies Mowery and Oxley, 1995 .
Therefore, it will be interesting to see whether this
pattern of sectoral selectivity regarding forms of
cooperation is also found for alliances with Russian
firms.
Examples of such sectoral patterns are found in a
number of cases of alliances that were formed in
recent years. In 1992 the aircraft manufacturing divi-
sion of the German Daimler-Benz concern entered a
high-tech joint research pact with Russian research
institutes for mechanical engineering and propulsion
. technology TSNIIMAS and TSIAM to undertake
research jointly and develop new hypersonic flight
propulsion technology. In 1994, Sun Microsystems
started collaborating with Elvisq to develop ad-
vanced network communication software for telecom
and information technology. For the less advanced
sectors there are also some examples, such as the
joint venture of the Italian car manufacturer Fiat and
the Russian company Elaz that, since 1989, jointly
owned a factory that manufactures Fiat Panda-like
small cars. In that same year the French company
Pechiney and its Russian partner Kanaker announced
their joint venture that would operate a new alu-
minium plant in Russia.
For more systematic research into these sectoral
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H2: The more international alliances with Russian
firms engage in new high-technology industries the
more likely the contractual form of cooperation,
whereas the equity joint-Íenture form is preferred in
other sectors of industry.
The directional flow of technology transfer is also
a key criteria in analysing the optimal alliance form.
Technology alliances are especially problematic for
the potential vulnerability of core technical compe-
 tencies and information they entail Tallman and
. Shenkar, 1994 . In bilateral technology transfer, the
risk of exposing core knowledge is in part compen-
sated for by the knowledge one stands to gain. As
both partners benefit from the exchange of technol-
ogy or joint product development, formal control
through equity can be redundant at best, if not
 counterproductive to the learning process Osborn et
. al., 1998 . In alliances where only one partner is the
major contributor of knowledge, however, there are
fewer safeguards against opportunistic behaviour.
Without a situation of mutual ‘hostages’, bilateral
technology flows require the better control and moni-
 toring features which equity control can offer Hen-
. nart, 1988 .
We assume that these patterns return if we con-
sider the alliances with Russian companies. Apart
from some of the cases mentioned above, which
seem to fit the pattern discussed here, there are also
more specific examples. An example of bilateral
technology exchange between Western companies
and Russian companies is found in the 1993 joint
research pact of French space agencies CNES and
. FSA with the Russian space agency RSA which
centres on the mutual exchange of research in new
materials. An example of unilateral technology trans-
fer through a joint venture is found in the 1989 joint
venture of the French company CGE with Krashna
Zaraya. The objective of this joint venture is to
provide Russia with advanced digital switching
equipment for which the joint venture will adopt the
so-called System 12 digital switching technology of
Alcatel, CGE’s telecom subsidiary.
Hence, we have the following hypothesis.
H3: The more international alliances with Russian
firms engage in bilateral technology exchange, the
more likely the contractual form of cooperation; with
unilateral technology transfer, the equity joint-Íen-
ture is the preferred mode of cooperation.
2.2. Firm specific characteristics in alliances with
Russian companies
While some patterns in the role of governance
forms has emerged in the large alliance literature,
there is less discussion or agreement on ideal firm-
level characteristics. Firm-level characteristics are
clearly important to the potential success of adapting
innovation. Past structure and practices of a firm will
shape its ability to change and adapt to new practices
. in the future Leonard-Barton, 1992 . In this sense,
firm learning is a path-dependant process involving a
complex of many factors compounded in technology
alliances. In the face of the complexity of firm
characteristics, the dominant theme points to the
importance of similarity among partnering firms for
 the effectiveness of their collaboration Mowery,
. 1994; Cohen and Levinthal, 1989; Harrigan, 1988 .
Joint research or product development often gener-
ates unanticipated findings or problems whose impli-
cations are easier to fathom when partners share a
similar knowledge and experience base. On the basis
of his understanding of Western alliances, therefore,
. Mowery 1994 advises Russian R&D institutes to
partner with industrial firms in the private sector
whose own in-house R&D parallels the activity of
the alliance. We hope to expand on such findings by
considering the effect of a firm’s newness, which has
emerged as a particularly distinguishing characteris-
tic of firm performance in post-Soviet economies.
With the demise of the USSR and the command
system, the organizational landscape of Russia’s in-
dustrial base fragmented into a complex range of
different ownership forms. Although most technolog-
ically advanced firms were tied to the military and
were initially constrained from mass privatization, by
1995, 80% of all Russian strategic technology-inten-
 sive enterprises were privatized as well Sanchez-
. Andres, 1995; Kuznetsov, 1994; Gaddy, 1994 . While
much effort and research have focused on this
sweeping privatization, the actual effect of privatiza-
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among the most significant distinctions to emerge
among post-Soviet firms is that between older, extant
 firms and new ones Sedaitis, 1997a,b; Webster and
. Charap, 1993; Murrell, 1992 .
The extant institutions dating from the era of the
planned economy inherited a wide range of resources
and responsibilities. Whether privatized or not, older,
extant firms enjoy much of the same benefits of
established firms in Western economies: company
reputation, political access, internal coherence and a
web of traditional suppliers and buyers that new
firms have yet to develop. They also face less con-
tested claims to ownership over the equipment, space
 and state assets they once administered Hendley,
. 1994 . Unlike Western enterprises, however, extant
firms provided housing, day care, and healthcare to
their generally very large workforce. As such they
were key pillars of support for whole communities
and crucial to political stability. This importance to
the state suggests that the best way of hedging
against government intervention would be for the
Western investor to become an equity owner whose
own contributions and commitment are valued
enough by the host state to protect the interest of the
investor.
At the same time, the important role played by
older, formerly state-owned firms can generate un-
foreseen externalities for international partners. The
extant firms must generally meet higher administra-
tive costs than small firms in order to provide for a
greater labor pool, supply inventory and the high
overhead of goods and services that are difficult to
divest. International partners can be held prey by
state demands that it cover far wider financial obliga-
tions than to the actual joint activity it contracted.
In contrast to older firms, research suggests that
new post-Soviet firms are generally smaller and less
burdened by extensive financial or institutional com-
. mitments Murrell, 1992; Gibb, 1993 . New firms
are also less encumbered by the staggering layers of
bureaucracy and formalism of firms in the Soviet
era, giving Western partners direct access to those
skills they need as well as greater freedom for
 creativity and initiative to the Russians Sedaitis,
. 1996 . However, new firms generally remain depen-
dent on parent organizations or the state for entry
and a whole host of resources necessary to start up
. and run their firm Webster and Charap, 1993 . They
generally accessed space, equipment, utilities and
other services through often very informal contract-
ing. This arrangement keeps the overhead costs of
new firms competitively low, but the security of their
access depends on the goodwill of often resentful
state management and is generally shaky at best.
Against this specific background, two combina-
tions seem particularly advantageous: joint ventures
with older firms, be they state-owned or formerly
state-owned, and contractual agreements with newer
firms. The former offers investors greatest asset se-
curity, control and host country incentives, making
them the most attractive form of transaction for
cost-sensitive, asset importing or specific investment.
Conversely, the strengths of the alliance with new
firms lay in the opposite direction of greater flexibil-
ity, and the freedom to risk and innovate.
Also, here we can give some examples that show
the expected patterns before we formulate the hy-
pothesis to be tested systematically in the empirical
part of this paper. For instance, in 1992 Pratt &
Whitney entered a joint venture with the state-owned
Ilyushin aircraft manufacturer to integrate Pratt and
Whitney technology into Ilyushin’s existing plans for
a modernization of the IL-96. In 1989 the Italian
industrial conglomerate IRI and the Russian railways
set up a joint venture that supplies the Russian
railways system with modern signalling and safety
technology. For collaboration with new Russian
companies and with spin-off firms through contrac-
tual agreements, there are examples such as the
alliances in which the Russian information technol-
ogy companies Elvisq, Avangard and Almaz Scien-
tific Industrial are involved with their US and Euro-
pean partners.
The above suggests the following hypothesis.
H4: International alliances with older host firms in
Russia will take the equity form, with new host firms
contractual agreements are the preferred mode of
cooperation.
3. Data and methodology
Our analysis is based on a database of 192 inter-
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pean and Japanese firms with Russian firms for the
period 1988–1995. The sample consists of collabora-
tions, which are defined as those alliances in which
partners are not connected through majority owner-
ship. In addition, this sample consists only of those
collaborations that involve joint R&D, the transfer
of new technology or technical information from at
least one of the partners. Therefore, to be included in
this study, even alliances primarily involved in man-
ufacturing must contain an element of joint develop-
ment or technology transfer between the comakers or
cosuppliers.
The database was compiled from two original
sources, the MERIT-Cooperative Agreements and
. Technology Indicators CATI database and a
database compiled at the Center for Security and
. Arms Control CISAC at Stanford University. The
method for gathering cases was essentially the same
for both sets of data. An initial electronic and tradi-
tional literature search of a variety of media, the
most important of which were technology journals
and trade journals, revealed sources of information
about cooperative agreements with Russian firms.
This information was collected for data regarding a
number of categories, including the organizational
form of cooperation, technology transfer and the
 market or R&D focus of their main activity. See
Hagedoorn, 1993; Hagedoorn and Narula, 1996, for
a fuller description of the methods used to collect
. this information. In the second stage of data collec-
tion, a Moscow-based research team administered a
short questionnaire to the Russian partner, to supple-
ment our literature-based information with more nu-
anced data on the legal and organizational status of
Russian partners. Information on this questionnaire
and on the interviews can be obtained from the
authors. This study, therefore, represents the first
systematic database of this kind and allows for a
more comprehensive study of technology-intensive
investments into Russia then possible until now.
The dependent variable used in the tests of all
four hypotheses is operationalized as an indicator
variable that assumes the value of one for joint
ventures and the value of zero for alliances based on
contractual agreements.
We constructed an independent variable that is
equal to one for alliances that were created primarily
for research activities and equal to zero when the
primary goal of the alliance was manufacturing. We
expect the sign of the coefficient on this variable to
be negative, which would indicate the inverse rela-
tionship between the research-oriented nature of an
alliance and the likelihood of creating a joint ven-
ture.
The model also includes an indicator variable that
distinguishes between alliances in high-tech indus-
tries, i.e., biotechnology, new materials, new materi-
als and aerospace defence, on the one hand, and
more traditional industries such as automotive, chem-
ical, consumer electronics and the like, on the other
hand. We expect a negative sign for the coefficient
of this variable to support the association of contrac-
tual agreements in high-tech industries as it does in
 alliances among Western firms see also Hagedoorn,
. 1993; Osborn and Baughn, 1990 .
The third independent variable singles out all
alliances in which technology is transferred unilater-
ally or bilaterally between foreign partners and Rus-
sian companies. The resulting indicator variable as-
sumes the value of one for a unilateral transfer of
technology to Russia and the value of zero for
bilateral transfer of technology with Russian compa-
nies. The sign of the coefficient on this indicator
variable is expected to be positive, which would
confirm our hypothesis that unilateral transfer of
technology with a Russian company through a strate-
gic technology alliance increases the likelihood of
creating a joint venture.
We also made a distinction between companies
that existed before the beginning of reforms in the
Soviet Union, which we label as older firms, and
new companies that emerged during the recent turbu-
lent process of political and economic transforma-
tion. The indicator variable was coded as one when
the Russian partner is an older, formerly or currently
state-owned organization, and as zero when it is a
new firm. The sign of the coefficient on this variable
is expected to be positive.
Finally, our model included two control variables.
Given the potential for Anglo–Saxon, especially
American, bias in our sample given the sources for
alliance announcement, we created an indicator vari-
able measuring US firms in order to control for this
potential problem. In addition, our data includes
some alliances as old as six years, which is a long
period of time in highly unstable transitional() J. Hagedoorn, J.B. SedaitisrResearch Policy 27 1998 177–185 183
economies. The effect of time on the formation of
alliances was neither smoothly linear nor curvilinear,
so in order to control for the year of formation,
indicator variables were created, one for each possi-
ble year ranging from 1989 to 1995.
For the actual statistical analysis we use, given
the categorical nature of both the dependent variable
and the independent variables, logistic regression
analysis to test the hypotheses.
4. Findings
Before we present the findings of the statistical
analysis we will first briefly discuss some descriptive
statistics on the distribution concerning manufactur-
ing and research-oriented alliances, high-tech sectors
and other sectors, joint ventures and contractual al-
liances, and unilateral and bilateral technology trans-
. fer see Table 1 . It turns out that about 1r5 of all
strategic technology alliances with Russian compa-
nies are joint ventures, making the vast majority of
the alliances to be of a contractual nature. Nearly
60% of these alliances are focussed on joint manu-
 facturing which might include some degree of joint
. research , about 40% of the alliances are mainly
focussed on joint R&D activities. As far as technol-
ogy transfer is concerned it seems that this is close to
being a fifty–fifty distribution with slightly over
50% of the strategic technology alliances having a
bilateral technology transfer between companies from
the developed economies and a Russian firm. Al-
Table 1
Some descriptive statistics on strategic technology alliances with
. Russian companies, 1988–1995 ns192
joint ventures 20.8%
contractual alliances 79.2%
research oriented alliances 40.2%
manufacturing oriented alliances 59.8%
unilateral technology transfer 49.0%
bilateral technology transfer 51.0%
older companies 86.7%
new companies 13.3%
high tech industries 63.6%
other industries 36.4%
Table 2
The choice of joint ventures or contractual alliances in interna-





a research vs. manufacturing y1.07
. alliances 0.53
unilateral vs. bilateral 1.30
. technology transfer 0.49
a older vs. new firms 2.15
. 1.09
high tech industry vs. others y0.14
. 0.18
b US companies 1.64
. 0.46
constant y3.72
2 pseudo R 0.24
aSignificant at the 5% level, one-tailed test.
bSignificant at the 1% level, one-tailed test.
Seven indicator variables for years from 1989 to 1995 are in-
cluded in the model, but not presented in the table.
though a large number of new companies have been
set up recently, over 85% of the strategic technology
alliances are still made with older companies, be
they privatized or still state-owned. In that sense,
partnering with Russian companies still follows the
existing pattern where familiar companies are
favoured as a partner in an alliance. Finally, high-tech
industries count for over 60% of the strategic tech-
nology alliances. Although, this data suggests some
differences compared to the data for strategic tech-
nology alliances with the developed economies
. Hagedoorn, 1993 , these differences should not be
exaggerated as this roughly confirms world-wide
patterns in strategic technology partnering.
If we look at the results of the statistical analysis,
we see that the majority of our hypotheses are
supported by the results of the logistic regression
. see Table 2 . The coefficient on the research vs.
manufacturing variable is negative and statistically
significant. Manufacturing-oriented collaboration is
indeed more likely to assume the form of joint
ventures than primarily research-oriented coopera-
tion, which is more geared towards contractual
. agreements hypothesis 1 . However, the expected
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. significant hypothesis 2 . Alliances in new technolo-
gies sectors were not more disposed to the contrac-
tual form than those in other, more mature industries.
Hypothesis 3 predicted that there was a strong ten-
dency for bilateral technology transfer to take the
contractual form. Our analysis demonstrates that this
relationship is statistically significant and in the pre-
dicted direction. Furthermore, the positive and statis-
tically significant coefficient on the old vs. new
firms variable indicates that joint ventures were more
likely to be created with the older enterprises as was
 predicted and less likely with new firms hypothesis
. 4 . None of the indicator variables that control for
time were significant, so we do not present these in
the model. The country specific control, however,
proved warranted. The US firms showed a particu-
larly strong relationship to the dependent variable
more than firms from other countries.
5. Discussion
Our research indicates that the current academic
perception of international alliances, in particular
alliances between companies from the industrialized
countries, is also relevant for understanding interna-
tional strategic technology alliances with Russian
firms. For instance, our findings support the notion
that alliances that are research intensive are more
likely to take the contractual form, whereas a manu-
facturing orientation will probably lead to an equity
joint venture. Where technology sharing is unilateral,
we see a greater propensity towards the joint venture
equity form. The more a firm shares technological
information with a Russian firm but receives no
feedback of technological knowledge from the Rus-
sian firm, the more likely a joint venture is the form
of the alliance chosen.
However, the predicted importance of the industry
sector is not supported by our research. Russian
alliances in mature technologies show no propensity
for the joint-venture form, as appears to be the case
in other late industrializing countries. It is obvious
that further research on this topic is necessary to see
whether this indicates a new general trend or an
anomaly in Russia. There are some indications in the
latest update of the MERIT-CATI database that dur-
ing the mid-nineties contractual agreements have
become so important as the major form of coopera-
tion in nearly all sectors of industry and technology,
including the more mature industries, that joint ven-
tures are by now a minority in nearly any field,
regardless of the economic region.
We also notice that the alliances with older Rus-
sian firms, i.e., companies dating from the days of
the centrally planned economy, usually take the joint
venture form. The firmer claim to property rights by
these older companies makes them rather ‘safe’ part-
ners when control over assets is a key issue. We
anticipated that new firms would be more able to
engage in flexible action and were justified in ex-
pecting their inclination to partner through contrac-
tual alliances.
All in all, strategic technology partnering with
firms from Russia appears to follow the general
pattern that is also found for alliances within the
developed economies. However, there are specific
situations with regard to the industrial organization
of Russia, such as the important role still played by
the old, state-bureaucratic firms and firms that until
recently were part of the state-system in the former
USSR. In addition, we also see a relatively important
role for new firms, both as the drivers of a dynamic
environment in many high-tech sectors and as attrac-
tive partners in international R&D collaboration.
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